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Theory and research .coiicern inn the re I at ionshi p be1\foen leisure and 
family has boon dl sapp,oI nted ly^. lacklna (Cf, Gunn tnqharr and Johannis, 1960; 
Durtazedier, 1967). Fanllv specialists are much more awarq of the potential 
Impacts of work or other obllnatorv pursuits on the fanl-ly than thev are of the 
potential effects of-"lelsure time and leisure activities* Even theories of - 
sexual relations or marital conflict fail tQ adequately take Into account the 
dlsc'reti<^nary nature of - the time frane durlnp which thesq activities typical Iv 
'occurj LelstiTe as both a medfan for interaction and as^a system of interactional 
patterns itse^f must be adeauatefy accounted for In theories of the family If 
we are to explain and predict family phenomenon. . <^ ' , 

The purpose of .the present pap^r is to redevelop, the theoretical Proposftlons 
proposed in an earJIer paper (Orthner, 1974) based on research flndfnn^ desjnned 
fb test then. Consideration will Initially be given to the foundation of the V 
theory, then to the research desinn and. results, and finally to redevelopina 
the theory in I i^qht of the i nvesti nat i on . 

LEISURE ANO V^R I TAL INTERACTION ^ 

First of all, leisure aK a concept appears to^have severa I _ I nherent qua 1 1 tl es 
that are releyant to our understandInQ of interpersonal relations* Lesire, for 
example, assucnes an element, of personal Mberty that is associated with dis- 
cretia>nar4i tine and activity. In this sense, it tends to free the individual 
f rom ob I i gat ions and encouraoes receptivity to new stimuli and other oersons. 
Leisure cn^ompassos an attitudes of nind associated with a pleasurable definition 
of the situation and, th^erefore; functions to relax, divert,' and encourane the 
deyelopment of the person or the interpersonal relationship, Durlnq "leisure. 
Individuals or groyps are more free to experience ne*7 forms of behavior whll^ 
remaining socially accepted in both their old and new roles. 

V ^' 

Leisure activities also proylde characteristics that can be transferred 
fron the activity"^ setting to oth^r socla^ situations. 'Role plavinn and'experN 
mentation nay be more 'free In some lejsure pursuits allov/inn stvles'of Interaction 
that are fess conventional to the* normal processes of the nroup. This may even 
''allow recreation to cjevelop a soriewhat- unique existence wKth *t'ts own norms,^ 
environment, and moral order (Kapjan, I960). Oroup coheslvlness is fostered Jn 
thdt the sharers of the "experience are then encouraned to develop a sense og 
solldarfty, respect, and relatedn^ss (Oof fman,«^l ), reinforcing bonds of 
intimacy and exclusivity (see also Orthner, 1975bT. 

i 

Thus^ while leisure Is s I tuat'iona 1 I y and ^ nd i vt dua 1 I y determined, It*has 
important Implications for group relations. This Is especial Iv true as 't \ 
appears to i nf I uence/commun i cat i on channe Is, ro ) e pattern I nn, and 1 nterpersonal ( 
affect. Each of these variables is critical t6 an* understandinn of marltarl ' \ 
interaction. \ ■ ' 



Symbolic Irvteraction theory would appear. to orovide a workable framework fpr 
linking the concept of leisure to that of marriage arid marital Interaction. ' 
This theory suggests that nrdup members interpret the actions of each. other and' 
of themselves in relation to their definition of the situation* Sinnificant 
others, inside or outside the group, provi<Je symbolic feedback renardinn these 
definitions ^nd can altar behavioral pa+terninn and the'type of relationship 
that exist? (Stryker, 1964). , ' " ' 
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Fol lov/Inq this line of reasonlnn, if comunlcation channels between ^^husband 
and wife nre blocrked or* restr I cted, nev/ sttuetional definitions are not niven 
an opportunity to bo exchanqed and the re I at i cnsh 1 p stabilizes unon previously 
defined definitions, Lifewise, If 'the division of labor ln,the fanl 1 y >e) nforces 
separate responsibilities and tasks, this will retard the ability of the partici- 
pants to take the ro^ o^ the other , ^^furtheri no reduclna definitional feedback. 
The degree of interpersonal affect also Influences this pnocoss because this 
^Je^ermlnes how *^s 1 gn I f I cant" the other Is perc^I ved 'and , therefore, the deqree 
to which the perceptions of the other can Influence situational d^f I n 1 1 lon^and 
potent la 1 - Interaction, \ ^ & * 

■ ^Leisure nay engender special significance at this point. During d 1 !=>cret lonary 
tlno, the ipdivldual' In certain circumstances may be encouraged to. redefine 
situations and open h Insel f ^to^ew "behavioral. Interpretations, The above frame- 
work would suggest, however, Wat It is not the time itself but ho^-; the tine Is 
usod interactlonaMy that Is nos't Important, That Is, some activities oenerate 
little or no l.nteractlon or symbolic feedback while for others. Interaction is 
required by the activity (see Orthner, 1975b for further discussion of -this), 

Activities which 'are carrled'out a!one, i ndl vl dua 1 act i vl 1 1 es , 'have the 
comon characteristic of not directly Influencing the feedback mechanisms of the 
relationship. However, If they become The donlnant leisure pattern for the 
marriage^ then they nay break down definitional I nterdependency between fanl |j/ 
nonbers and encourage each posrson to develop their own world with Its own satts-^ 
factions. It would appear that^'act i vl t i es that may evfen be shared but reQulre 
little Interaction anonQ the participants function In the sane way. These* 
pam I I e I act i v 1 1 les , such as T^V, viewing or noinn to the; theater, are not ^ . 
un li ke I nd i vi cJua I activities In a nroup settinn* Thereare few reauirements 
for ' dl rect conrnun i cat i oh', , S I tuat I ona I def i n i t Ions and i nter Persona I feedback 
is enhanced sor>ev/riat, however, by the latent conmunlcation Inpact of the comrion 
stimuli and the fait that the persons are co-partiefpants. 

In contTast to these' act i vl ty fornr^ spmq leisure pursuits^ regu 1 re Interaction 
of thG 'part I c i p^nts for sifccessful cortfletfon of the activity. These Joint ^ 
act 1 vi t i es , such as name playinn, partyinn, or canping, encourage more cJpen 
comun i cat ion, provide feedback regarding deflnlti'ons of "fefie s I tuat! on, ''and mav 
develop alternate role relationships for the par*t I cl pants', *Jornt activities, 
if desjred, may ^Iso i ncrease J nterpersona I affect to the extent that a better 
understanding of the other Increases their s I nni f j C|(xice in j-he interactive process, 

This^Is not to say that leisure activities ^r6 the " ^primer novers in marital 
interaction. If a relationship fs characterl^d .bv a lower denree of comnunica- 
tlon or sha'ring, then It is predicted that th^' part i cl pants will feducfe their 
co-participation In joint activities because this Is likely to place nreater 
stress on their definition of'the s I tuati on^^^^^mi i vi dua I ali^ parallel activities 
are Mkeiy to be more comfortable to person? in these relationships. Likewise, 
If the communication patterns are rather closed, tf§ In traditional relationships, 
higher anounts of joint activities nav produce more feedback than the Individuals 
In the relationship can cope with. The procefes of selecting activities, therefore, 
appears to be ^omeuhat circular with persons or groups choos I ng . those activities 
that^ rel nforce their relational def i n I t Ions and the leisure activities In 
turn- further reinforce these def i n I't roris. 

It should be noted that the relationships Just described are not likely to 
be as perfectly represented in reality, Fir^t o^.all, the catenbries of joint ^ 



and paralleL are not %5 'discrete as the, ideal-type fomat sunqests; some actlvl*- 
ties are gofnq to be more Joint or parallel than others. Adequate measures 
of the deqree of Interaction Irt various activities are not a\?ailable at this, 
time. Second^' despite an underlylnn slni larlty the sane activity will be enqaOec 
in differently by different persons and, therefore, nay exhibit Interactional 

,. 'characteristics which ^gre somewriat situational/ Third, there are many factors 
both [nternak and external to the nari ta L re I atfonsh t p that ^can ' i nf I uence the 
int$racti^onal nature of the narrlarje or participation in sone leisure activities 

^and these con'f 1 nua 1 1 y Influence the leisure and marital proce^^ses, * ^ 

Given these I imi,tationG, the followinn propositions appear to follow from 
the assucnptlons that have been developed: 

There Is a positive relationship between the' proportion of leisure tine' 
spent in joint activities and' the deqree of Intra-spouse connunl-cation 
, and the degree of faral ly task sharing in othf^r settipas. 

There is a rveqativ^ relationship bet^vieon the proportion of leisure tine 
sDent in indiv^duah activities any 'tVie denree of i ntra-spouse ^Commun i <ia- 
tlon and the de^^ree of fanily task sharinn in'the settinns. 

There is no r^ I at i qnsh 1 p' betv;een the proportion of (eLsure time spent fn 
. . parallel activities and the deqree of intra-^pouse cofnnun'I cation and the 

* deqree of fanily task sharinn In other settinHs, I 

RrSEARCH^OESinn- 

The data for the ^tudy were collected from the population of non-student, 
intadt, upper-middle class husbandS' and wives llvinn in the urbanized area of 
a Southeastern U.S. city in March, 1973^ A stratified area probability sample 
of households was derived by usinn median home values fron tlje 1970 U,S. Census 
block areas, A structured questionnaire was Ijitroduced to 317 qualified husbands 
and 317 qual i f led V/ i ves « The'se ■ v/ere returned by 223 husbands ^nd 228 w I vfes , 
a response rate of 73 percent, * , ' 

Leisure activity participation was neasured by an Jndex-of leisure inter- 
action , ' Th i s cental ned a I i st 1 nq o^ 96 poss fb le *act i vi t i e!^ vsrh i ch had beert 
previously judged by experts into -the three leisure activity patterns. The 
respondents were asked to indicate which actlvltir^s they had participated in, 
with whom,- and hiow nuch time was qlven to ea'ch. The proportions were derived 
By the, number of hburs^spent over the previous weekend in earh of these three 

'activity catenories divided by the tot^ nunber of leisure activity-hours. The 
deqree of openness of marital communication was determined by a ten-tt©m Index 

^abstracted from the Marital^ Comunicatlon Inventory (Blenvenu, 1870),^ The 
sterns selected were those l^at measured the G>^ent to which husbands and v/lves 
desired to <^nnunicate or opened then^lves to conpunlcate v^ith their spouse. 
The deqree or^task shqrlnn inr the narrione was deternined by the f5roportion of 
selected responsibilities in .the hone which were accomp 1 l^hed by both spouses. 
A n st of 15 fanl fy tasks fron the Di vi sion of E^nl ly .Pesponsl b1 1 i ties I nstru- ' 

. ment by Olsen (1960) was introduced to the respondents^ to neaGure this,' This 
'is not viewed as an inc I us i ve ■ 1 1 st but nere ly as [nstrunental in deftermlninn the 
relative differences In task sharinq \t\ narriane. 

' (Note; The attention of the reader 15 directed toward an article by Orthnsr 
Cl^75a) for^a nuch more comp I ete *di scuissi on of the research deslqn and the 
' Lei sure Act i vi ty--l nter^ct I on t ndex, ) i , • * 
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RESULTS 

With regard to t>ic hypothesized positive relationship between Joint-spouse 
actl v! ty, parti ci pat ion and op6n naritai coftj^ the data Is supportive 

for both^ husbands Cr*:= ,23, s .001) ^d^l^ves C r" = .,13, s , ^.02). The 
hypothesized negative relationship between individual 'activity participation and 

open Marital communication is-also supported for both iiusbands ( r .15, 

5 - ,02) and^ wives (r .21, s .001). The hypothesis of no relationship 

between the proportion of time^ spent' in para I lei activities and open marital 
communication is supported for husbands" i*r ^ .10, not siqnifJcant) but not for 
wives Cr - .13, s ^,03). "In aeneral, 1+ was found that the greater the fre- ' ' 
quency of interaction the 1 ©I sure "^ctl vl tl es ^e I ected by the respondents, the . 
nreat^r'the shajred communication In. the marplaqe. For wives, however, the 
differences between parallel and Joint activity participation" were not as 
different as for husbands. Further analysis Is needed to betteV Explain this ^ 
relationship^ \ , * ' ' 

The data relating leisure activity participation and task differentiation 
in y\arr\age is muih less clear In the initial reso-lts. There appears. to be 
no significant relationship between the proportion of tine spent in joint activi- 
ties ancf fahMy task sharing for eitffer husbands (r - .07) oiv wives Cr = .08). 
As predicted. Individual activities afe negatively related t^ task sharinn but 
thl s Is on fy s !gni f leant for the wi ves C r = 15^ s .01 ) , not^ for the husbands 
Cr = -,08). Parallel activity parti ci f^at ion rates^re positiVfelv related to 
family tast^ sharing for wives tr = .16, s .01) but not s inn) fi cant 1 y so for 
■husbands Cr - .09^ not significant). The failure to'ffnd results consistent ^ 
with the hypotheses is di sappoi n"^! no but jiomewhat surpri sf no Is the finding that 
parallel activity part i ci patidrt I3 more- pos i t i ve I y related to '^ar 1 ta T task 
sharing than Joint activity parfi cl pet i on . 

Because an earlier examination ofO^ correlation between leisure activities 
and marita-l satisfaction had indicated that tiie Uunber of years married or 
mar i ta I career per Ipd was ^ s i gn i f i cant var i ab le (Orthner , I 975a) , i t was 
doc/ded to control on this in the present analysis as wellj^. Table I nives the ' 
correlation coefficients for the hvpothosizod ro'lati'onshlps in each of five " 
marital career Periods: 0 to 5 years, 6 to ll^years, |2 "I'o JI.7 vears, 18 to 23 
years, and 24 years or more. . ■ . ^ 

Looking f I rst to ^ttje mar I ta 1 connun i cat ion variable, 1 1; I s ev 1 dent 'that 
leisure activities are mo^ indicatiV'^ cyf open marital comf^unlcatlon during the 
early years of the marrlag^.and the launchinn years rep^e^ent^^ by Period !V. 
Individual activities are most negatively related and Joi/it and narallel activi- 
ties most positively related to commun i cat i on^ among pers^^ps l.n those years. 
It must be remembered, nevertheless, that this iis crSss^^jbct i ona I , not lonai- 
tudinal, data and couples in PerTod IV nay be nJite di frqrent In their expecta- 
tions and are, probably less companionate In their orientations than those In 
Period I. This may in part explain why parallel-spouse actlvitv parjf tc I pat ion 
is adeguate for more open marital communication in Period IV resulting in hlnhef' 
correlations for parallel than Joi^nf^ act i vi tl es at that time. Husbands and 
wives In period I are more IJkely to have been socialized toward companionate 
expectations and they follow +hp hypothesized pattern of the modeJ . The re- 
lationships reported in periods II, U!, and V, however, appear to indlba+e^ that 
during the chi Idrearing and post-parental periods leisure activities are only 
marginally indicative of communication openness ^In marriane". 
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Table t provides an even clearer picture of the ,re lat ionshi ps that have Just- 
been surrirn^rlzetl,. This table provides an^exam!natIon-of fY)e proportions of tlrpe 
spent in the 'three [c?f^SiUre acti^^^ty Patterns for each marital career period 
amonq thos^J n the uppcs^r and ' iov/e-r^'thlrds on tho narltal Cofmnun i cat Ion Itidex, 
Amonq the v/lves, the hinher naritaj comrnun I Cat Ion qroup maintains consistently 
lower participation rates >n individual activities', and fiinher rates in the 
Joint and pa raj lei activities 'compared to the io\^er Commqn icettl on qroup. The 
^ data for husbands is not Qujte' ds consistent for all of +/ie periods, but follows 
the samQ basic pattern, this lends Support to the hypotheses presented earlier. 
Of special Interest U the fact "that the d i f ferences ^i n ^proportions between the 
higher and lower comhun I catl on grodps can be s^^n^f^ost clearly in Periods 1 and 
IV, . The reason for more similarity IrT the Influences of Jo^int and parallel 
activities i'n .the la^tter perlod^would gippear'to be caused by a dec'htne In 
participation rates In joi nt ^ct i vl t ies but ^t^bllftv over tine of those pro- 
partives in para t le I ■ act I vl t i es, This-resufts In more s Iml I ar i tv 'between Joint 
and parallel participation cSurlnq Period IV compared to Period 1 indlcatinn that 
shared experiences per se, even If paralle, nav be as valuable to the older 
couples as h i qh I y J nteract Tve^exper I ences were to the younner couples, 

\'lhen the r^t^tionship betveea the leisure activitv patterns and marital 
task sharing is examined over the five marital career periods, a somewhat 
different picture emerges^ The anticipated negative Influence of' individual 
activities Is only supported In Period I for husbands and Period V for wives, . 
Joint activities appear to indlc^ite their hl^lhest predictive value for task 
shari^ng in Period II with very little influnnce in the first and. fourth perioxJs, 
Furthermore, parallel activities are more positively related^ to family task shartnn 
compared to joint activities In each narital career period for both husbands 
and wives. This relationship is sianificant for the first' tvyo nerio,ds amorrn 
liusbands^and for all the marital periods except Period I I T amonn wives, ' 

The question as to why these results are so different can be^^artlally 
explained by exaninlnn Table X First of all, 'consistent with the hvpothesis, \ 
those persons that are^more likely- to share househofd tasks are less llkelv 
to part i cl pate in 1 ndi vi dupl ^acti vi ties; Thi s Is true in all but Per fod V for 
husbands* Also, consistent with the hynothesis is the finding that In four of 
the. five periods for both, husbands and wives, the proportions of time spent In ^ 
Joint activities activities are the same or higher among the hl^lli task sharing 
group compared to the low task sharing group. The biggest differences, however, ^ 
occur in the last two narital career periods^ It would appear that there ere 
normative pressures oa younger marrleds to participate in joint -leisure activi- 
ties resul'tlngs in consistently high oart I c tpat 1 on rates for ^both nroups.. 
However, those that are nost used to sharinn in their nOn*leisure activities 
spend much higher proportions of tine in parallel activities as well resulting 
in parallel activities being the better predlctor^of the role patterning in the 
-marriage. During th^ next marital career nerlod, when children ar^ usually 
present, the high teak shorers increase their proportionate participation In 
joint pursuits and reduce their parallel activities to Qffset this -increase. 
In contrast,^ those that are less llkelv to share. family responsibilities reduce 
their^jolnt activities and increase their parallel participation rates. This 
would appear to be 'a time of separation in the leisure' patterns of the" more 
companionate compared to more traditional narried couoles, Excent In the case 
of Period Ml for wives, each of the other remaining period^ for husbands and ^ 
wives retain the pattern, of joi nt, part i c i patjon being greater than parallel ' ^ 
participation among the high task sharers compared t-o the task sharers. 
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, REFORMULATION OF THE THEORY .™ 

The theory of loisur^and marr^tai Interaction as orlqlnally proposed would 
appear to be too simple to account for the results of the data -analysis. It 
IS apparent that there are sevisral additional cons i deratfons that must be Included 
In the theory for It to better explain this relatipnship and develop more adequate 
bypothe^ses, * -^^ 

Fi rst of all, it has been assumed thatlel sur*e activities transfer many of 
their interactional attributes from the discretionary setting to other settinos 
and that this is regular prrocess. However, it would appear from^the data that 
younger marrleds are nprm^tively expected to participate In ^4>articular level 
of joint activities and this pressure mlHietes the actual tr'ansfer of the 
qualities of^the activity. This sunqests that there are deorees of voluntarism 
in leisure involved that need to be accounted for Jn an interactional theory* 
Takinq this Into account/ tt miqht be better to hypothesize that the denree of 
Interaction inJeisure actl vi t ies - i s positively related to tKe denree ot inTeT- 
action in non-leisure settings when the leisure activities .are initrated out 
of mutual interest by the participants themsel.ves . This ai lows 3 better 
prediction df the lack of relationship bet^'^een Joint leisure parti cioa^'ion^ and 
mar^ital task sharlno in youngep married, for example, ' ^ 

*lt IS a (so apparent 'that the^assuned slni lar influence of lejsure activities 
on mari.tal communication and task differentiation is not appropriate,. The 
proposed theory Indicated that hiqher levels "of Interaction In lel^sure had the 
elernents of higher levels of synboMc communication 'and increased opportunities 
for Vole taking and that these should in turn b^ related to increases In com- 
jDunication and role sharing in non-leisure settings. This falLs to take Into 
account, however, constraints that nay be placed orvthe persons- involved to 
jncrease their levels of ciDmmun i cation or alter the roles that^ they enact. 
The <J^ta suggest that increased Leisure interaction is. more likely to Influence 
communication than role sharing. This is probably because the determination 
of household responsibilities Is more culturaHy and sub-cultura I ly* def I ned and 
less subject to change than acceptance of the other as s Icjn I f i Cant .and , there- 
fore, accessable to communication, it ninht be expected, then, that the degree 
of InteractFon in leisure activities is positively related to the degree of 
interaction In non-leisure settl*nng only to the extent that conjnunlcation or 
role sharing vjith the other are culturally reinforced or deemed appropriate by 
the participants . This nlrjht explain why the relationships in th^, last marital 
career period examined typically drop off. Expectations for more Institutional 
or traditional" marriage rrodets may be ror^ likely amofTg the older respondents in 
the study. It is also Interesting tq note that among wives the relationships 
tend to be either more positive for shared activities or more negative for 
individual *activltieSi This follows from the reformulation because v/omen are 
recelvlKjg more reinforcement today for family interaction than nen and may be, 
therefore, more Influenced by their leisure activities. 

Another factor that must bo accounted for in this theory Is the denree of 
siqnl f iq,ance of the other. It has been assumed that the spouse is a most 
significant other and tha interaction in one setting would lead to^acComodatl ve 
interaction In another setting in or*der to receive appropriate symbol !<; feedback 
from that other. However, it appears that the significance of the marital 
partner changes over the marital career^ especially as other slqnifican;t persons 
enter into the relationship. In the data, marked shifts in relationships are 
noted from the first Identified marital career period to the second. As 



parental roles. and responsibilities increase^ for many couples theChlldren 
become as s i ^n i f J cant' as) the marital ^partners. Communication maV center around 
tttem rather than th^ adults. Family roles^mav be expanded and determined more 
by the children and chlldrearinn than by the ^marriane. In* tMs sftuatlprf, the 
degree of .s 1 gn I f 1 cance of the. nari ta I , p,artfiie> is effectively reduced and inter-" 
action with theVi U less Mkely to Influentid i ntera'ct ) on Tn other situations. 
This Is not to Suggest that ch i I dren ^a'ro the only relevant case. Occupational, 
educational , or other non-marifa/ confnttnents are also likely to iead to slniraV 
results, it is liypotheslzed, ^therefore, that the dpqrae of interaction In 
leisure activities js posltLveJv related to the degree of interaction^ in non- ^ 
Islsure settings to the extent that the- participants vj^w each other as sfgnffl- ^ 
C2nt , 7 ~ ^ \ ~^ ^ 

The results ^f^ th ts ^ana 1 ys Is should not be taken to mean that a theory of, 
leisure and marital Interaction Is fil^^hly sltuaj^pnal and unpredictable, Jt 
does ^! nd i cate jthat such a theory must account t^^r^a larf^^r ^nirmben of varlat^les 
than or Icji nal Jy 



proposed. It mli^t be su^j^ast^ ^^b^J, ^^^^^^ research rieasure 
leisure participation over ^veral different tirte^^perip^^to establish a flreater 
sense of order in the variables under I nvest i adt"lon. This woulxi diminish some- 
what the situational nature of sampllnn fi^om ^ny one slnnle time aerio.d and 
assuming that this Is ntfrmal, Jt shoujd be noted tha't the present research 
design minimized the problems of dealing with ^ limited activity period hy 
examining only the Interactional patterns th^t occurred cj^rinn leisure time, 
not the actua^ activities thenselves. 



In conclusion, the Inductive Process that has bf^n described appears to 
.have enhS^ce^ the credibility of the proposed theory of lei§ure and/*narltal 
I nte-ract ion. The symbolic inter^tion fr^fneuork has been demonstrated to 
appropriate for cfeductively nenerbtinn testable hypotheses and flexible enough 
to account for changes In the frodel after data analysis. Further research Is 
certainly Indfcated but the present paper demonstrates ^ome of th© directions 
t^at this research nlaht fruitfully take. The net result of this ey'i:hQnqe 
between theor/ and research should be a better understanding of the finily, as 
a dynar.fc systems - * ^ . ^ ^ 
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TableC Correlation (r) ^Between Leisure Activity 'Pat+erns^'and ^wb lyieasures 
of Marital Interaction over the Marital Career 



Activity 'Patterns/ Interact ion treasures ' 

* .* * . 

• * * 


Marital 
1 i 


'career 


Per i od 
IV 


v' 


Marital Communication Index 
Husbands IH) 

rn;d1vidual Activities 
* Joint Activities 
Paral (e t ^Actj vi t^ies 


■ C26)) 
■ .^.-.50** 
.42** 
'.31 


(35) 
-.09' 

■ . 12 . 


(45) ' 
.09 
.08 
.14. 


(3! ) 
-.39** 
.57* 
.43** 


(72)*^ 
-.03 
.18 
.04 


Wives (U) . 

Individual Activities 
Joint ActWitres 
Parallel Activities 


(27) ■ 

".24 
* .11 


(37)' " 
-.02 
13 
.18 


(49) 
-.15 

■. 1.5 


(31) 
-.42** 
.22 
.31* 


C75) 
-.16 
.09 
.08 


Marital Task Sharlno i ndpv 
Husb^odsr CN) 

t i V i dua 1 Acti V 1 1 i es 
^oi\t Activities 
' * Paratjiei Activities 


V , 

. (25)" 
-.34* 
.Ql 

;5i** 

t 


■ ( 34 ) ■ 
-.00 
.21 
- - 43^**' 


(43) 
-.&0 • 
-.21 

>. lo 


(31) • 
-.01 
.05 

.2(J£- 


(71) ' 
i.04 ■„ 

.16 ' 


WivPs (tin 

Ind/vidual Activities 
Joint Activities 
Par^ I !e I Actl vlties 


f 26 ) 
-.24 
-.05 

.51** 


(36) 
.08 . 
,.29* 
-.39** 


(47) 
-.02 

-:!8 

..23 


. (31 ) 

.08 
. .35* 


(74) 
-.25* * 
.14 
.19* 


* Significant *at the .05 level ' 
SlgnLficadit at the .01 level 












t * * 


> 












la 



ERIC 



r 



Table 2: Proportions of D! scretlonary Ttme "Spent J n fhe ' Lei sure Activity 
Patterns According to Hlch ( uppar-th I rd ) and. Low < low^-tfil rd ) 
^ >cores on tKe Openness of l^rltal Communicatlof^ Inde^" 



Activity Pafte1"ns 



Communication Index Scores 



^; 

Husbands - IJ , 

Individual^ Activities 
Joint Activities 
ParaMofp Activities 

Wives - N_ 

Individual Activities 
>loint Actlv-ities 
Para I lei Activities 





• 


Hi nh 










Low 












jut a r t 

*(□ Ilia 




i- Periods 




'iv 




I - 


1 i 


111. 


IV 


V 


1 


II 


1 1 1 


V 


9 


^0 


17 


6 


32 > 


8 


1 


16 


'13 


24 


. 19 


.30 


.32 


.35 


.31 


.36 




.27 


^45 


■'30' 


.49 


.44 


.37. 


.28 


.34 


.30 


.40 


.38 


.18 


.30 


.27 


.17 


.27 


.27 , 


.32 . 


.20 


.28 


.24- 


.21 


.29 


7 


15 


20- 


■ ' 8 


33 


1 I 


12 


I 1 


14 


■ 19 


.26 


.29 


.30 


.35 


.37. 


.36, 


.34. 


.34 


.46 


.43 


.38 


.38 


.?i9 


.25 


.29 


.31 


.38 


.39 


.21 


.28 


.26 


.20 


.28 


.29 


.29 


.25 


. 18 


.27 


.23 


.23 



Table 3: Proportions of Discretionary Time Spent In Leisure ^ActlvIty ^Patterns 
■ . ' According to High (upper-third) and, Low * ( lower-th ird ) Proportions- ^ 
of Tasks Shared In the Mgrri^age : ; 



Activity Patterns 



i I 



Proportions of Tasks Shared 
High M-ow 
Marital Career Periods 

rir 



IV 



I 



1 1 1 



V 



Husbands - N V 


i 


:\i 


It ■ 


^3' 


< 

25 


• 9 


13 


' 14 


14" 


29. 


. individual Activities ^ 


^19 


\32 


.29 


.36 


.31 


■ .35 


.33 


.33 


.40 


.29 


Joint Activities 


.36 


.44 


.31 


.30 


.36 . 


.36 


.34 


.37 


.24 


.33 


,Para 1 l,el Activl^tles 


.55 


-.15. 


' .26 


Jl 


•31 


■ .14 


.29 


.2'3 


.23 


.31 ■ 


Wives 


9 


15*- 


19 


13 


27 


\d 


15 


!5 


14 


30 


Individual Activities 


.28 


.32 


.34 


.36 


.34 " 


.50 




.39 


.49 


.41 


Jol nt Activities 


.33 


*.44 


.31 ^ 


.26 


•3,3 


.33- 


.3! 


.36 


.21 


.27 


Para 1 lei Activities 

— J 


.36 


.15 


^27 


^25 


.28 


.13 


.26. 


.19 


. .21 


.26 
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